Image 1. Mosaic of Ambrose
Mosaic of Ambrose in the Chapel of San Vittore, Basilica Sant'Ambrogio in Milan. 3 Certe qui hunc legerit latinorum furta cognoscet, et contemnet riuulos cum coeperit haurire de fontibus. 4 Whoever reads this [Ambrose' s work] will certainly recognise the 'thefts of the Latins' and will despise his dribbling rivulet once they drink from its fountainhead.
In this case, the fountain from which Ambrose's De spiritu sancto flows as but a little gutter is Didymus the Blind's treatise on the Holy Spirit; the above observation in the prologue to Jerome's later translation of Didymus serves as a piece of self-promotion. In the same prologue, Jerome compares an author, unnamed but transparently Ambrose, to an ugly jackdaw (informis cornicula) who steals the bright plumage of other birds to brighten up his drab, black feathers, and struts around as if they were his own. 5 Jerome goes on to denigrate this anonymous writer's 'little books' with an epigram of Terence: ex graecis bonis latina uidi non bona. 6 Ambrose's libelli have, in Jerome's opinion, no real 'manliness' of expression but instead only pretty makeup. 7 In another preface, this time to his translation of Origen's Homilies on Luke, Jerome deploys a similar avian image: cum a sinistro oscinem coruum audiam crocitantem et mirum in modum de cunctarum auium ridere coloribus, cum totus ipse tenebrosus sit. 8 On my left I hear an ominous crow cawing; in remarkable fashion it gleams with the coloured feathers of all the birds, although the bird itself is black as night. 4 Jerome never names Ambrose in his derogatory remarks, but the connection would have been obvious to his readers. 9 It was made unambiguous by Rufinus: in his Apologia against Jerome, Rufinus explains that this invective imagery, drawn from a tale of Aesop-or possibly, rather ironically, Horace's reframing of it-was aimed at Ambrose. 10 Rufinus takes Jerome to task over this slander. He admits that Ambrose may have borrowed, emphasising the catholicity shared by the Greek and Latin churches. Nevertheless, Rufinus does not see this to be as troublesome as Jerome's unfairness towards Ambrose in choosing 'to blaze abroad what you call his plagiarisms [furta illius]', adding:
qui fortassis etiam necessitatem scribendi passus est, ut insanientibus tunc haereticis responderet? 11 who quite possibly was undergoing a pressing need in order to reply right then to some heretical ravings.
The pressures and flux of Ambrose's context, as a Catholic bishop standing against Milan's Arian imperial court and clergy, could excuse a solution of expediency. Further, Rufinus points out Jerome's own habit of uncredited borrowing in his writings-a case of the raven calling the crow black. 12 Why would Jerome persist in such a line of attack? Layton connects this string of invectives to Jerome's insecurity over maintaining his status and financial support in the patronage system. 13 Yet Jerome's opinion has over time been folded into the common assessment of Ambrose's contribution, or lack thereof, to theological development. 14 9 In De uiris illustribus 124, Jerome thinly veils his negative criticism by stating that he would refrain from comment because Ambrose was still writing. 10 in the famous library of Caesarea. 19 Intriguingly, these homilies contain the first treatment of the account of the Nativity prior to Hilary of Poitiers in the fourth century. Unfortunately, only a few Greek fragments remain and many of these are transmitted in catenae, which makes them difficult to use. 20 The whole work is available in Latin through Jerome's translation, a collection of thirty-nine homilies completed around 389-90. 21 Rauer's edition includes Jerome's text, the Greek catena fragments which correspond most closely to this, and other fragments of Lucan exegesis: the last of these could come from Origen's lost Commentary on Luke rather than the Homilies, or be spurious.
The exegetical connection between Origen and Ambrose is well known. While Ambrose was not the only Church Father who found Origen's biblical interpretation useful, it was his preaching which served as the main conduit of Alexandrian, and specifically Origenist, exegesis into the West. Approximately ten years before Jerome's translation of Origen, Ambrose preached a series of sermons on Luke in Milan in around 377-8. Sometime in the following decade he revised these homilies into a commentary, the Expositio euangelii secundum Lucam, which stands as his only extant work on the New Testament. 22 While evidence of his editorial hand can be discerned in places, the commentary's origin in the liturgy is never completely absent.
Some key questions remain about Origen's homilies and the source used by Jerome. How many sermons did Origen preach on Luke? Did collections with differing numbers of sermons circulate? Furthermore, how many of Origen's homilies were available to Jerome and Ambrose? It is impossible to know the exact number, but Old proposes that Origen preached well over 150 sermons in his series on Luke, covering the entire Gospel. 23 If that is the case, then perhaps 80% of the sermons are now missing. As far as the textual evidence goes, in addition to the missing parts of the now-fragmentary homilies surviving in Greek (some of which could be remnants of Origen's lost commentary), at least two more of Origen's Lucan sermons are known to have been lost, as he refers to them elsewhere. 24 The fragments that do not correspond to any part of Jerome's work, and Origen's own comments on his preaching, indicate that Jerome did not translate all of Origen's homilies on the Gospel. The sermons he does translate are drawn from Luke 1-4, followed by six further sermons on isolated passages from Luke 10-20. Whether Jerome had a complete or a partial source text, or was aware of any gaps, is unclear. 25 If he had a complete edition in front of him, perhaps he lost interest, or had other things to do, or believed that he could skip some sermons if their topic was covered in a commentary on Matthew or John. The one thing that seems clear is that Ambrose makes use of homilies that Jerome did not translate. 22 Lienhard, Origen, Homilies on Luke, xxxiv, dates the initial publication to 390-1; Rauer, Origenes Werke IX, x, prefers 388. 23 Old, Reading and Preaching, I.321. 24 Origen refers in his commentaries to his homilies on Luke 14:16-24 (Commentary on John 32.2) and 15:4-7 (Commentary on Matthew 13.29): see Lienhard, Origen, Homilies on Luke, xxxv n. 22. 25 Lienhard, Origen, Homilies on Luke, xxv, is convinced that Jerome translated all of the homilies he had, which would indicate that some had already been lost or excluded from the corpus. Old, Reading and Preaching, I.322, on the other hand, thinks that Jerome intended to translate more but did not finish his work. Rauer, Form und Überlieferung, 40, says that the manuscript tradition is too complex to enable the question to be answered.
Furthermore, the text of Origen's sermons that Ambrose and Jerome are likely to have had before them may have been quite condensed. The main ideas would have been recorded by stenographers, but the extent to which Origen would have developed these in his spoken presentation is unknown. Old argues that, based on the length of Origen's Homilies on Genesis, it seems that not much more than an outline is preserved of those on Luke. 26 Heine, following Nautin, notes that while (in Jerome's translations) Origen's Genesis homilies are indeed three times longer than the sermons on Luke, this is due to the shorter preaching time at a Eucharist, when the Gospels would be expounded. The sermons on Genesis would have been delivered during a non-Eucharistic morning or evening service devoted to teaching the catechumenate. 27 The difference in the way that Jerome and Ambrose handle Origen's homilies-the former treating the text with considerable reverence and translating more rigorously, the latter using it more as an outline-may reflect their own opinions on the status of the text in the manuscript in front of them.
THE MAIN SOURCES FOR AMBROSE'S C COMMENTARY
Ambrose borrows ideas, scriptural references, and even word-for-word passages from a range of authors. It is noticeable, however, that he varies his sources. For example, the most frequent usage of Origen's Homilies on Luke occurs in Books 1 and 2 of Ambrose's Commentary on Luke. 28 In Book 3, he shifts to Eusebius, in particular the Quaestiones euangelii, as his main source; he also returns to Eusebius towards the end of Book 10. Scattered throughout are further echoes of Origen, including, rather significantly, portions which were not translated by Jerome but which can be identified in the catena fragments. While working with catenae presents a variety of questions about authenticity and reliability, the number of passages with a very clear parallel in either Jerome's translation or Ambrose's commentary, or both, is quite high. In addition to Origen of the Lucan passages that have parallels in Matthaean texts. 29 As noted above, commentaries on Matthew and John were more common in the period than those on Luke or Mark, and it should be no surprise that Ambrose would look in particular to a Matthaean commentary when discussing a synoptic parallel in Luke; however, this can cause some anxiety where the passages differ, as can be seen in the discussion below of the Anointing at Bethany. As a Roman-educated former consular prefect, allusions drawn from the classical canon (Virgil, Cicero, Ovid, Pliny, and even Homer) can be found scattered throughout. 30 Most significantly, and too often overlooked in discussions of intertextuality, Ambrose cites nearly every book of the New Testament (only 2 and 3 John are missing), and much of the Old Testament (apart from Ezra, Nehemiah, Judith, Esther, Joel, Obadiah, Nahum, 1 Maccabees). 31 The most frequent citations, apart from Luke, are drawn from Matthew (as the closest parallel gospel), John, and Psalms-the last as a rich source of Christological interpretation for the early Church.
A COMPARISON WITH INTERTEXTUALITY IN AMBROSE'S E EXPLANATIO PSALMORUM XII
What was Ambrose's modus operandi for composing a commentary? By way of comparison, I will summarise briefly his method in his commentary on twelve of the Psalms. 32 In these, Ambrose borrowed frequently from the Psalm homilies of Basil of Caesarea, although there are only four psalms which they both expound: Psalms 1, 45, 48 and 61. 33 Basil's homily on the same Psalm. Some are paraphrases, but many are translations that correspond closely to the source. What sparked Jerome's accusations of plagiarism was the lack of references to Basil as the source of these obvious borrowings. Such an omission, however, is not without precedent in late antiquity, particularly when translation is involved. 35 On the other hand, providing the source's name was not an unknown practice, although the wrong author may have been cited occasionally by writers relying on memory. Accusations of plagiarism tend to arise in polemical contexts, for example as an apologetic strategy in which pagan philosophers are declared to have taken their ideas from Moses. While Ambrose does appropriate elements of Basil's structure for the exegesis of those four Psalms, as well as citing some of the same biblical texts and even translating some passages verbatim, he nonetheless goes far beyond Basil. First, Ambrose cites scripture far more frequently. He may use some of the same biblical texts as Basil to illuminate the verse under consideration, but he then adds even more. Second, Ambrose has more rhetorical flourishes, including more elaborate figurative language, drawing from different categories. Where Basil opts for a metaphor from nature, Ambrose may replace it by a military or athletic one. Third, he covers far more ground than Basil. In the case of Psalm 1, Basil limits his exegesis to the first verse; Ambrose comments on the entire Psalm. Finally, Ambrose's commentary differs markedly in tone, with more emphasis on paraenesis and moral application.
although this gargantuan task was undertaken by Augustine in the following two decades. 35 The idea of plagiarism was well known in antiquity, but lacked a specific term. It is generally referred to simply as 'theft' (furtum or 
INTERTEXTUALITY IN AMBROSE'S C COMMENTARY ON LUKE
To what extent does Ambrose's approach to his sources for his Psalm commentary correspond to his exegetical process in the Commentary on Luke? Again, his method appears to be somewhat eclectic, relying on a single main author in some passages (typically either Origen or Hilary), cherry-picking from a range of sources in others, and developing his own interpretations. This will be illustrated from two different passages. The opening discussion of Luke 1:1 in the fragmentary material of Origen, in Jerome's translation and in Ambrose's commentary offers numerous comparisons, while a shorter, briefer sample from Luke 7:37-50 (the Anointing at Bethany) will focus on the narrative, the variation in the interpretation of this pericope between Ambrose's two main sources (Origen and Hilary), and the way in which he attempts to resolve the apparent inconsistencies.
Luke 1:1
The table below consists of the discussion of Luke 1:1 from Jerome's translation of Origen, the Greek text of Origen reconstructed from fragments by Rauer, and Ambrose. The parallel sections are numbered according to the order in which they appear in Ambrose's text. Bold typeface is used to help differentiate between sections and to connect the parallels with one another. A double slash (//) marks the boundaries between the Greek fragments. 
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D Discussion of the parallel texts
A close reading of the columns above reveals a pattern similar to the methodology Ambrose used in composing his exposition of the Psalms. Short phrases appear to be translated virtually verbatim from Origen: parallels can be identified both in the Greek fragments as well as in Jerome's translation. For the most part, however, the Ambrosian text seems to be more freely translated or paraphrased, one of the characteristics derided by Jerome. Both Jerome and Ambrose include text that is not extant in the Greek fragments. In some cases, these run in parallel, suggesting that the Greek tradition is truncated and that both Latin authors are referring to a section of Origen that is no longer extant. For example, sections annotated in the columns above as 5, 7, 9, 12, and 15 exist in both Ambrose and Jerome, but not in the Greek fragments. It is possible that Jerome imitated Ambrose at those points, but this is unlikely given his statement in his prologue of his intention to translate Origen's Greek as faithfully as possible. In places, Jerome translates sections of Origen that have no parallel in Ambrose. One such extended section is noted above with the designation [11.1].
Overall, Ambrose adds more commentary than is paralleled in Jerome's translation, let alone the fragments of Origen. The most obvious explanation is that these sections represent Ambrose's own thought. For example, the very first section, marked (1), is pithy in both Origen and Jerome; Ambrose takes nearly three times as long to say the same thing, weaving a few phrases from Origen into his own ideas. Some of Ambrose's text expands an idea while on other occasions he injects paraenesis, in keeping with the homiletic origin of this commentary. It is possible that the original form of Origen's text, as homily, included more of this sort of exhortation, which Jerome omitted. Given the lack of evidence and the clear examples of the way in which Ambrose added significantly to Basil's Homily on Psalm 1, the former hypothesis that these additions are Ambrosian fits more convincingly.
The opening sentences in each column above reveal the same pattern. Jerome's translation closely follows the text as found in the catena fragment, suggesting that this fragment is likely to be authentic. The only departure is that Jerome moves the reference to exercitatissimis trapezitis ( ) to the previous clause and turns it into a simile. Jerome keeps the Greek noun in transliteration, a frequent habit of his when translating. Ambrose, on the other hand, refers to the moneyhandlers twice: the first time, like Jerome, with the addition of quasi, the second without. The bishop translates the phrase as bonus nummularius rather than using the Greek term. A few sentences in Jerome's text that are not in the fragments could be understood either as his own clarifications (as when he offers multiple translations for ) or as his translation of Greek text no longer extant. The latter explanation fits the majority of the extra sentences in Jerome. In Ambrose, however, there are so many interpolated sentences that his use of Origen's homily could be characterised as an outline which he amplifies in his own way. As the additions in Ambrose do not always correspond to those in Jerome, the possibilities are either that Ambrose was working from a longer or possibly augmented text of Origen, or, far more likely, that he had much of his own to say to those gathered in the basilica in Milan.
A Ambrosian transformation
In addition to the additional material throughout Ambrose's commentary on Luke 1:1, a few passages stand out as inversions of what probably was Origen's text, if Jerome is translating accurately. Jerome makes use of the image of a storm beating against a house with harsh winds and heavy rain, threatening to wipe it off its foundation (marked above as section [12']). Ambrose, by contrast, alters the weather metaphor and chooses to describe rain in an agricultural metaphor drawn from Scripture, as God's grace poured out like rain to water a person (12). 38 In this context, the person is specifically identified as a writer, and probably one of the four evangelists, in keeping with the commentary's discussion of true and false gospel writers. Later, in a section also marked (12), Ambrose refers to rain as the Gospel which enables a believer to stand steadfast. Earlier, in the section labelled (10), Ambrose had pointed out that the heretical gospel writers could only 'try' (conati sunt) because they were devoid of the grace of God. Indeed, all three sources-Origen, Jerome, and Ambrose-refer to the gift of grace (gratia/ ) of discernment given to the Jews to sort out true from false prophets, and that the writers of the heretical gospels were without gratia/ and thus could only 'try'. Ambrose amplifies this idea of grace further, highlighting its effect not just in the production of Scripture in the past, but also for the average person who listens to the reading of the Gospel. Thus the storm in Jerome (and perhaps Origen) that is a threat to faith becomes in Ambrose a nourishing rain that feeds faith. The transformation of this image is very likely to be based in the rite of baptism, as 'grace' (gratia) was frequently used as a term for baptism in the Latin Church from at least the fourth century. 39 Thus the connection that Ambrose makes between water and gratia is perhaps best understood as an expressive illustration of the idea of the grace of God poured out in baptism.
Part of the reason for this transformation thus could come from a greater emphasis on grace in Ambrose's preaching. Further, that grace could be interpreted as an association he sought to make for his audience to understand baptism as a stabilising foundation of faith for the believer. But a more technical rationale for the way in which Ambrose departs from Origen's homily at this point could derive from the way in which Origen, and Jerome in imitation, conflates two Pauline texts. Ambrose sidesteps the discussion of the text, perhaps because of the textual confusion: there is no mention of it in his commentary at the point marked as [11.1] in Origen and Jerome. Origen appears to conflate Ephesians 3:17 ( 38 Verses relating to water as both a God-provided element for agricultural growth and a metaphor for spiritual growth included Deuteronomy 32:2; Psalm 1:3, 72:6; Isaiah 44:3-4, 55:10-11; Hosea 10:12, Zechariah 10:1; Romans 5:5. The last may be the particular image Ambrose has in mind in this context. 39 This can be observed readily in a number of Augustine's sermons in which he implores the catechumens to 'come to grace', i.e. to postpone baptism no longer. See, for example, Augustine, Sermones ad populum 97A.4 and 132.1-2.
) and Colossians 1:23 ( ), resulting in the form . Alternatively, this may simply be an error of memory. For Origen and Jerome, the key to surviving the storms of life is thus being 'rooted and grounded in faith'. Ambrose may not have totally abandoned Origen's text, though, as he seems to have the idea from Ephesians 3:17 of 'being rooted' in mind when he transforms the metaphor of the storm into one of a more nourishing rain. For Ambrose, that rain pours out grace, making the writer be fruitful without effort, and in turn feeding the faith that allows the believer to be steadfast. The image then is of plants 'rooted and grounded in love', the full phrasing of Ephesians 3:17. In Origen and Jerome, the emphasis is instead on the role of mens et ratio ( ) in producing steadfastness of faith. Some time after the imagery of the rain, at the conclusion of his exegesis of Luke 1:1, Ambrose works in the idea of the Word and Reason, uerbo atque ratione, stating that they provide a better foundation for faith than signs and wonders. Yet Ambrose makes it explicit in the preceding passages that it was grace which had brought them to that foundation.
G Gospel text
The text of Luke 1:1 as extracted from the passages of exegesis quoted above is as follows, along with the standard editions of the New Testament:
Jerome (translating Origen):
Quoniam quidem multi conati sunt ordinare narrationem de his rebus, quae manifestissime cognitae/confirmatae/ostensae sunt in nobis.
Ambrose: Quoniam multi conati sunt ordinare narrationem rerum quae in nobis conpletae sunt [uel quae in nobis redundant].
NA28: …
Vulgate: Quoniam quidem multi conati sunt ordinare narrationem, quae in nobis completae sunt, rerum ...
It may seem surprising that Ambrose's text of Luke 1:1 is closer to the form of this verse in Jerome's revision of the Latin Gospels (later adopted as the Vulgate) than Jerome's own citation here. Ambrose would have relied on a Vetus Latina gospel text when he preached on Luke: although it is just possible that he had a copy of Jerome's revision of the Gospels by the time he edited his his homilies, the textual affiliation of the commentary in general suggests that he did not refer to the Vulgate. Besides, Jerome's revision was based on an existing Old Latin tradition, and there is little difference between the majority of surviving Old Latin manuscripts and the Vulgate in the wording of this verse. 40 The main differences in the Latin texts of Luke 1:1 above involve the participle . Jerome, who normally seems more mindful of his target language when translating, here appears to opt for a literal translation of the Greek text in the copy of Origen in front of him. He ends up with the periphrastic, and more awkward, Latin construction de his rebus; Ambrose has the simpler rerum. Furthermore, Jerome cannot make up his mind how to translate the core meaning of the troublesome participle. He ends up translating it three different ways: de his rebus, quae manifestissime cognitae sunt in nobis; de his rebus, quae confirmatae sunt in nobis; in nobis manifestissime sunt ostensae. He excuses his indecision by commenting parenthetically quod uno verbo latinus sermo non explicat ('which Latin speech does not express in a single word'). Ambrose consistently translates this participle as rerum quae in nobis conpletae sunt. He does hesitate slightly at one point, adding uel quae in nobis redundant as a gloss or expansion of the thought contained in . The irony is that, in striving to render Origen's words, Jerome seems to pay no attention to his Latin version of the Gospel of Luke completed perhaps five or so years earlier. The result makes for overly complicated Latin, especially compared to Ambrose's version. By 398, however, when Jerome composes the preface to his Commentary on Matthew, he cites Luke 1:1 with a text which, at least in modern editions, is much closer to what came to be known as the Vulgate. 41
The Anointing at Bethany (Luke 7:37-50) There are two main reasons why the gospel accounts about the woman who anointed Jesus are difficult for the Church Fathers. First and foremost, the 40 For more detail on the Old Latin tradition and its relationship to Jerome's 'translation', see the discussion in H.A.G. Houghton, The Latin New Testament: A Guide to its Early History, Texts, and Manuscripts. Oxford: OUP, 2016, 31-5. 41 Jerome, Commentariorum in Matheum, Prol. 1.2: quoniam quidem multi conati sunt ordinare narrationem rerum quae in nobis completae sunt. This commentary too relies heavily on Origen, although (ironically, given the discussion here) it is not presented as a translation; the preface, however, is Jerome's own work. details in Matthew and Luke seem to contradict each other: does the woman anoint Jesus' feet or his head, or both? 42 Was Simon a Pharisee or a leper, or both? Did it happen at the beginning of Christ's ministry or in preparation for burial, or both? Second, the description of such an intimate anointing, particularly the more emotive narrative in Luke with its description of the weeping woman drying Jesus' feet with her hair and its reference to the woman as 'sinful', might be considered a bit too racy for a standard homily. Commentary on this passage is not extant in Jerome's translation of Origen's Lucan homilies: perhaps it was too controversial or challenging for him; or perhaps, more plausibly, he omitted it as the passage would be covered in exegesis elsewhere on the parallel Matthaean passage. A Greek fragment that seems to represent a portion of Origen's sermon on this pericope, however, survives in the catena tradition. As explained earlier, it is unclear whether Jerome possessed any text from Origen for this passage and whether or not the catena represents Origen's original text. What is clear is that Ambrose uses something quite similar to this catena, but also incorporates elements from other sources.
For this pericope, we therefore have Ambrose's commentary, a fragment which could be from Origen and silence from Jerome. Exegesis of the parallel text in Matthew, however, is found in Hilary of Poitiers' Commentary on Matthew. A close analysis of the data presented in the following table leads to the conclusion that Ambrose bases his exegesis on a combination of Origen (or at least the tradition represented in the catena fragment) and Hilary at this point:
Hilary, I In Matthaeum
Origen, F Frag-m ments in Luke Hilary summarises the Matthaean version for his audience, sticking closely to the text before offering several figurative interpretations. He reminds them that Jesus is at the home of Simon the Leper in Bethany, and that the anointing takes place just before the Crucifixion. The woman anoints Christ's head, which Hilary takes as representing divinity, since 'the head of Christ is God' (1 Cor. 11:3). The disciples, though, argue over the cost. Yet for Hilary the woman prefigures the Gentiles who would give glory to God in Christ's Passion, and her story would be retold wherever the Gospel is preached to the Gentiles. The poor whom 'you will always have' (Matt. 26:11) represent those who are poor in faith, unbelieving. The perfume stands for the fruit of good work.
Origen, in Fragment 113, appears to comment on both main versions of the story-the one in which the woman anoints Christ's head (as in Matthew and Mark) and the one in which she anoints his feet (as in Luke and John). The fragment, however, begins in the middle of his explanation without any context or orientation. He interprets each woman allegorically and archetypically. The woman who stands at Christ's head and breaks the jar of perfume represents 'the more perfect soul ( ), serving the word of God well' and who has freedom ( ) to walk up to the head. Here Origen makes the same connection as Hilary with the verse declaring that 'the head of Christ is God'. Thus he explains that she who can approach Christ's head has by implication clear access to God. On the other hand, the 'less perfect woman-and soul' must remain at Christ's feet in humility. Origen shifts at this point into paraenesis: we, too, should be standing at Christ's feet, rather than his head, weeping as the sinful woman does.
So how does Ambrose expound the text? In a preceding section, just after the lemma, he launches into his interpretation by acknowledging the challenge:
Hoc loco plerique pati uidentur scrupulum, serere quaestiones, utrumnam uideantur euangelistae duo discordasse de fide an uero aliquam in diuersitate dictorum diuersitatem signare uoluisse mysterii.
This passage seems to embarrass many readers. They raise questions. Are two evangelists contradicting each other? Or did they, by each telling the story differently, wish to underline a different mystery? 44 He then launches into a basic explanation of the differences between the story in Matthew and in Luke, highlighting three main points of conflict:
Matthew
Luke Perfumed oil poured on head Perfumed oil poured on feet 'Perhaps this is why he is unwilling to call her a sinner.' [Head = good] 'According to Luke, though, she is called a sinner' [Feet = unclean] Pharisees protest: concern over sin Disciples protest: concern over money Ambrose tries to reconcile the differences. He posits that perhaps these are two different women. Another possibility is that it is one woman but at different times, demonstrating the possibility of 'progress in merit': potest etiam quaestio meriti et diversitate temporis dissolui ... uel persona altera uel profectu. 45 Thus, when she was still a 'sinner', she stood at Jesus' feet; once she has progressed and has become 'more perfect' (perfectior, Exp. Luc. 6.14), she could move to his head. This attempt at harmonisation reveals that Ambrose cannot make up his mind: is there one woman or are there two? More significantly, he has more of an inclination to solve the problem than is apparent in the fragment from Origen. Origen seems content to let the two women represent two states of the soul. Ambrose borrows the figurative exegesis, but still wants to figure out the facts behind the story. He devotes a lot more time to this, discussing the pericope in twenty-four chapters, compared to just two in Hilary.
Unable to decide how to resolve this conundrum, Ambrose shifts into high paraenetic pathos, thereby providing further evidence of the commentary's homiletic origins in the basilica in Milan. Moreover, the exegesis here is about the right length for a sermon but, perhaps, too long for a commentary which, at that time, typical tended toward shorter, pithier exegesis. This paraenesis echoes the catena fragment of Origen, in which he asks his audience: , ; Ambrose, however, adds one more phrase to make it an even more emotional tricolon: ubi sunt nostrae lacrimae, ubi gemitus, ubi fletus? 46 The congregation is drawn into the scene, and their responsibility is made very clear. In the end, the hermeneutical turn is perhaps the only way to resolve the exegetical dilemma, at least in the homiletical Sitz im Leben for the texts of Origen and Ambrose.
CONCLUSIONS
was Ambrosius interpres-a broker of exegetical ideas. 47 His specific methodology in incorporating a range of material remains a topic to be explored. Did he preach with commentaries or collections of homilies open? Or perhaps he spoke extemporaneously after reading a range of commentaries and then went over the transcripts with texts from Origen, Hilary and others in hand in order to form a commentary. The fact that he circles around and does not follow Origen's text in a purely linear fashion favours the latter explanation. Ambrose's approach still leaves plenty of room for his own interpretation.
Polemic
If plagiarism, or literary 'theft'-particularly of Greek texts by Latin authors-was so common in antiquity, and if Jerome himself borrowed from Origen without attribution, why would he make such a fuss over Ambrose's appropriation? Layton has proposed Jerome's fear of losing Roman patronage as one possible reason. On a broader scale, however, the accusation of plagiarism is a topos in ancient rhetoric, a form of intellectual one-upmanship. Perhaps Jerome was annoyed that Ambrose anticipated him in producing a commentary on Luke, just as he had with Didymus' On the Holy Spirit. Or perhaps he felt like picking a fight. Maybe he was truly frustrated to see how 'poorly' Ambrose translated Origen. But if that were the case, Jerome clearly misunderstood the nature of Ambrose's text: not a translation, not even really a pastiche, but more a patchwork in which the borrowed sections are quite obvious while the material on which they are sewn is also clearly seen and holds it all together.
N Nachleben
Perhaps somewhat ironically, at least from Jerome's perspective, Ambrose became the authority on Luke in the Middle Ages. Partly this was by default, as the only other main ancient commentary was that of Origen, who began to be viewed as problematic around the end of the fourth century. Ambrose's Expositio was thus unchallenged as the main point of reference for further exposition and preaching on this Gospel. Despite Jerome's complaints and mocking, Ambrose's commentary carried the day.
The ascendancy and authority of Ambrose's Lucan homilies were further sealed by their incorporation into the Roman liturgy for Advent and Christmas. The faithful would thus hear his words read out alongside the passages of the Christmas story. For example, on the Fourth Sunday of Advent, congregations in the Western Church might hear the words of the Bishop of Milan describing Mary's visit to her cousin Elizabeth, from Book 2. 48 In a broader sense, beyond the Commentary on Luke, Ambrose becomes the key conduit of Origen's exegesis to the West, not only in his own works, but also through those exegetes directly influenced by him, in particular Augustine.
